To TALK of Thomas Linacre and John Caius together iti the same paper is almost like commending a saint and a sinner in the same sermon. Linacre is universally praised by his contemporaries and by modem scholars alike, while Caius in his writings and in his daily relationships seems petulant and domineering, with a dislike of Welshmen, whom he excluded from his refounded College along with the blind, the deaf, the halt, the lame, and sufferers from grave or incurable diseases.1 Linacre's achievement was to drag medicine in this country into the sixteenth century; the effect of Caius' example, it is alleged, was firmly to keep it there for a further two centuries. Caius was a reactionary in many ways, of that there is no doubt-his preference for the old rituals and institutions was strengthened by his experience of unruly junior fellows and boisterous undergraduates given to games and drinking, who preferred to spend their money on fashionable clothes that would soon wear out rather than on books that would endure.2 Yet his attachment to the past was not just wistful yearning for a bygone age: he was aware of the positive benefits to the present to be gained by adherence to an active tradition, that of the medical humanism of Linacre, whose memory he venerated and whose tomb he repaired and, in his will, commanded his executors to clean and mend.3 His medical fellowships at his college, his proud and autocratic rule of the College of Physicians, cannot be understood without Linacre's example, and Caius would assuredly have been delighted and flattered by Bullein's praise of him for "shewyng himself to be the seconde
John Caius and the Linacre tradition Humanist medicine was academic, not just in the sense that its leading exponents were university teachers or doctors moving in highly-cultivated court circles-that had been true of late medieval medicine-but because its methods were based on the new learning of the classical revival. Philology, occasionally supplemented by direct observation, was the chief tool of the new movement; and, in purely academic terms, the humanist physicians and naturalists of the sixteenth century were in their philological techniques more sophisticated than their more celebrated colleagues, the editors of classical literary texts.9 Ermolao Barbaro and Collenucci's work on Pliny, Mattioli's commentary on Dioscorides, and Foes' Oeconomia Hippocratica display a subtler appreciation of the relationship between ancient words and things than that possessed by any philologist before J. J. Scaliger, and he was the son of a famous humanist physician. Their interest in discovering manuscripts resulted in intimations of a method of textual criticism and of evaluating manuscripts that was not surpassed until the nineteenth century. Giovanni Manardi, pupil and successor of Niccolb Leoniceno as professor of medicine at Ferrara, rejected a simple enumeration of manuscripts in favour of a form of stemmatics,'0 and Caius himself was well aware of the danger of scribal copyists who allowed their thoughts to influence their hands. That was his objection to the manuscript notes used by Vesalius as a basis for emendations in the texts of Anatomical procedures."1 At least for a time, this textual, humanist, approach to medicine was practical and progressive.'2 For one thing, the new Latin versions were to the layman, and possibly also to the physician, easier to read and understand than their predecessors: there were no strange words coined direct from Arabic or Greek: some translators tried to achieve accuracy and intelligibility without recourse to strange neologisms, although fully to appreciate the nuances of Linacre's versions would, as Durling has shown, require as wide a literary culture as the translator's, which was very broad indeed.'3 For another, the mass of translations that followed the publication in 1525 of the first Greek edition of the collected works of Galen made generally available far more of the writings of Galen than ever before. Although the standard works of Galen that had been included in the Articella (the Art, the Commentaries on Prognostic, Aphorisms, and Regimen in acute diseases), continued to form part of the university medical curriculum, the advent of printing and the possibility of providing pocket editions of individual treatises meant that the interested student could obtain ' For the development of philological methods at this time, see B. M. Metzger, The text of the New Testament, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1964, pp. 95-110 ; E. J. Kenney, The classical text, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1974, pp. 21-87 ; A. J. Grafton, 'From Politian to Pasquali', Journal of Roman Studies, 1977, 67: 171-176. 1O G. Manardi, Epistularum medicinalium libri XX, Basle, Isingrin, 1540 , Ep. 19.5 (1535 , to be clased with other "isolated insights" into stemmatic relationships, Kenney, op. cit., note 9 above, p. 10f.
IDe libris propriis, p. 76; Galeni libri . . ., p. 320. 1i W. Pagel, 'Medical humanism-a historical necessity in the era of the Renaissanoe', in Maddison, Pelling, and Webster, op. cit., note 5 above, pp. 375-386; contrast, S. Lindroth, 'Medicin och humanism under renassensen', Lychnos, 1950-51, pp. 163-181; G. Eis, Forschungen zur Fachprosa, Berne, Francke, 1971, pp. 68-70, 74-76. 1" R. J. Durling, 'Linacre and medical humanism', in Maddison, Pelling and Webster, op. cit., note 5 above, pp. 76-106, esp. pp. 99-103 . It should not be forgotten that for many humanists, like Caius and Cornarius, Latin versions were a second-best substitute for the Greek originals, which all humanist physicians should aspire to read.
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Vivian Nutton a wider and possibly cheaper range of tracts than had been available in the Middle Ages.'4 Then some major treatises were effectively unknown in the West, and manuscripts of the minor works, many translated only by Niccolb da Reggio, were very few and far between. Even where they existed, they were not always appreciated: a manuscript of twenty-one tracts of Galen rested for years rotting and smelling in a cupboard at the back of the sacristy in the Austin Priory in Nuremberg until rescued for ten florins by the doctor and bibliophile, Hartmann Schedel.'5 As a result of the new learning, new syntheses could be made without the strait-jacket of Arabic intermediaries, and the essential qualifications included by Galen but omitted by the Arabs could once more be made to an art that was at one and the same time exact and dependent on intuition. It should not be forgotten also that since much university teaching was of itself theoretical, the recovery of Galenic and Hippocratic doctrine, especially in such new-found texts as On the opinions of Hippocrates and Plato, permitted a much more accurate restatement of theories which all, save the Paracelsians, accepted as the basis for medical practice. If, as happened with anatomy, the resulting construction appeared faulty or incomplete, the defensive argument could no longer then be raised that the true Galen was still to be discovered. And if, as some argued, the Galenic system was over-rigid, it was always open to a teacher to use the dark sentences of the newly translated Hippocrates as a basis for a freer and broader synthesis.16 Finally, and at least in part as a result of the new humanist medicine, there is the increasing importance given to anatomy. The cult of Galen brought with it the cult of anatomy, which he regarded as essential for all doctors and in which he claimed, with some justice, to excel all his predecessors. The Renaissance translations included one major new text on anatomy, the first half of Anatomical procedures, which was known to the Middle Ages only in a mangled summary from the Arabic. Its editors and translators had at least a passing interest in anatomy: the first translation, that of the unfortunate Greek, Chalcondylas, was revised for publication after his death by a very competent anatomist, Berengario ;17 the second translator, Guinther of Andernach, carried out public dissection of human corpses at Paris and encouraged others, like Vesalius, to practise anatomy for themselves.'8 Among the later editors, "I R. J. Durling, 'A chronological census of the Renaissance editions and translations of Galen', J. Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, 1961, 24: 230-235; idem, 'An early manual for the medical student and the newly fledged practitioner; Martin Steinpeis' Liber de modo studendi seu legendi in medicina (Vienna, 1500)', Clio Medica, 1970, 5: 7-33. 15 The (whole?) manuscript is now in Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, CLM 5, with Schedel's note on fol. 1: see also, R. Stauber, Die Schedelsche Bibliothek, Freiburg-i.-Br., Herder Verlag, 1908, p. 249; 0. Meyer, 'Hartmann Schedel', Med.-hist. J., 1969, 4: 55-68 Vivian Nutton Chichester, and a man, according to Caius, "long enthusiastic over medicine and entranced by its precepts", are but two possibilities,4' but it is John Caius who stands out as the most celebrated and influential. The discoverer, editor, and translator of Galenic treatises, the author and reviser of statutes of the College of Physicians which imposed a knowledge of Galen as the qualification for membership, who in 1559 and 1560 was instrumental in forcing the unlucky Dr. Geynes to confess his ignorance in attempting to convict Galen of error, and who preferred to follow a tall story recorded by Julius Caesar about the elk rather than the evidence of contemporaries who had seen the animal; all this reveals a man deeply embedded in the classical tradition.42 The catalogue of his library confirms this stance. It contains five copies of Hippocrates or his commentators, five of Dioscorides, four of Celsus, two of Alexander, two of Paul, one each of Aretaeus, Aetius, Avicenna's Canon, and Rhazes' minor works, together with seven partial or complete printed editions and six manuscripts of Galen, in all, thirty-four classical books or manuscripts and two Arabic. By comparison, the modems are a bit thin, twelve volumes in all, of which only one, Dupuis' On the property of purgatives, was first printed after 1550, and only one, Vesalius' Fabrica, could be regarded as non-Galenic although still in the humanist tradition. Apart from Gesner's History ofanimals and tract on fossils, and two books by Pierre Belon, his other scientific volumes are similarly old-fashioned: his encyclopaedia, Reisch To emphasize the contrast is also to read into sixteenth-century medicine our own expectations of progress and of a willingness to change, like Leoniceno (whose later Galenism led him to reject many of the scholastic fashions of his youth) and Guinther (who eventually became a Paracelsian). Caius' principles were largely formed by the 1540s, and he may well have regarded modern works as particular instances of those principles, which he could discover easily for himself.
1560s that Galenic medical theories were seriously challenged: they might be refinedfor not even Galen had dealt with every possible point-but they were not largely rejected. In therapy, it was widely believed that, provided one had a thorough knowledge of Galenic general principles (which was only to be gained by years of careful and concentrated study at a university), particular treatment could be easily decided upon.
A boke or counseill against the sweate, while of more than passing interest for being compiled by Caius in the vernacular from his own observations in Shrewsbury and elsewhere, is written upon the best of Galenic theories and to a medieval plan based on the six non-naturals. Vivian Nutton and which has been almost forgotten in the concentration of effort on the history of Renaissance anatomy. He was a Galenist and a specialist in therapeutics. At Padua, where he held chairs in both theoretical and practical medicine, he instituted visits with his students to the hospital of S. Francesco and even to the homes of the sick, and discussed cases with them at the bedside, believing that they would gain more from the practical experience ofviewing disease than from a mere reading oftextbooks. His lectures dealt with pharmacology, fevers, and urines, and were often in the form of commentaries on the standard practical texts of the curriculum, the Aphorisms, Galen's Art of medicine, Avicenna's Canon, and Rhazes' Book nine, for Al-Mansor.Y0
Especially in his lectures on the Art of medicine and the Method of healing, for Glaucon, he continued a Paduan tradition of investigation and exposition of the intellectual bases of medical practice, combining the older views of Pietro d'Abano with the new insights of Niccolb Leoniceno and the recently published tract of Galen, the Therapeutic method.5' This emphasis on method, "without which the doctor would find himself in many a blind alley," was one of the major rediscoveries of Renaissance humanist medicine.52 No longer had physicians to manage with an interpretation of Galen's therapy solely in terms either of scholastic philosophy or, following Leoniceno, of his "tres doctrinae" as models of formal instruction. Now they had a guide to therapy at once subtle and practical, which combined philosophy, logic, and medicine in a way that suited their own needs.
But Da Monte, like many of his contemporaries, was unwilling to release his lecture notes for publication immediately, and left to his students the task of promulgating his ideas to the world at large." His lecture notes were, for the most part, published by his northern admirers only after his death in 1551, although some of them had been composed several years previously. His Universal method of healing, for so it is called in the Basle edition of 1558, was in effect his lectures on Galen's Therapeutic method, for Glaucon, and had been produced in Venice in 1554 by Walenty Lublin in a slightly different form as Commentary on Galen's books on the art of John Caius and the Linacre tradition healing, for Glaucon. A brief account of its major theses, edited by J. von Schr6ter, had appeared four years before, in Vienna under the title The idea and characteristics of Hippocratic doctrine," but Caius' more substantial exposition had come out considerably earlier, in 1544. Even if later authors found Caius' digest of Da Monte's teaching only "moderately well expounded"-Crato's justification for his Therapeutic method according to the opinion of Galen and G. B. Da Monte55-this should not deny him the credit for being the first to make generally available to all doctors the most modem ideas of medical therapy and rules for general practice, deriving from a Paduan meditation on Galenic medicine. The influence of such books on method should not be minimized simply because their basis has been overthrown: for well over a century they were a staple guide to medical practice, and confirmed Da Monte's belief that method was more than a theory, it was a philosophical understanding translated into action.56 In his choice of therapeutic ideals Caius was as much in the forefront of his time as was Vesalius in anatomy, and, he could argue, was of more immediate benefit to the sick.
The leading teachers of medicine in Caius' lifetime, and for many years beyond, were as committed Galenists as he. Antonius Musa Brasavola, professor at Ferrara, carried out researches into pharmacology and compiled what is still today the best index to the works of Galen;57 Conrad Gesner, naturalist and friend of Caius, edited the complete Latin Galen and composed the first scholarly bio-bibliography of his writings;58 Hieronymus Mercurialis, professor at Padua, Bologna, and Pisa, wrote his most famous work, On the art of gymstic, as an avowed attempt to restore classical methods of exercise to general therapy by purifying them of any taint of pagan immorality.59 All these adherents of classical medicine have been praised by whig historians for the new developments they instituted or foreshadowed, yet they were as much bound to their ancient sources as Caius. Med., 1977, 51: 324-338. 7' Thorndike, op. cit., note 7 above, vol. 5, pp. 445-471; G. Gliozzi, Dizionario biografico degli Italiani, 1972, vol. 4, p. 51 Rara, 1978, pp. 10-12. 60 There were at least six printings of this, first in four books, Venice, Perchacinus, 1570; then in five, Basle, Perna, 1578; then in six, Paris, Nivelle, 1585, with John Cajus and the Linacre tradition honest punter, unlike his Venetian contemporary, the editor and translator of Galen, G. B. Rasario, whose zeal and ingenuity led him to fabricate Galenic commentaries which still entrap the unwary.68
Let us rather meet Caius on his chosen ground, as a textual critic of Galen and as a humanist physician, a task which has been avoided by all Caius' biographers, yet one which enables us to make a fair assessment of his place among those of his contemporaries who shared in that tradition of humanist medicine. First Vivian Nutton on the Epidemics, borrowed at least one codex from the Marcian Library in Venice.74 But two things may distinguish Caius from these scholars: his use of detailed collations of manuscripts (although little is known of others' working methods) and, second, the extent of his investigations.
His own copy of his 1544 editions of Galen, now in the Cambridge University Library, Adv. d. 3,1, is eloquent on his methods. It contains, in preparation for a projected second edition of Anatomical procedures, a detailed collation of one manuscript, called C 2, and as yet unidentified, giving good readings as well as bad, and even noting changes of punctuation. There are no such annotations from p. 116,16 to p. 148,24 , where the collations begin again with a reference to "cod. Cle(mentis)", which I consider is the same as C 2. In the last two books, although the detailed collations continue, no abbreviation is used to mark their origin. Caius also refers from time to time to a "cod. Linacri", ending at p. 117,6=I, p. 419, 1 K. with the note, "Thus far Linacre's manuscript".76 There can be no doubt that this is the manuscript once owned by Linacre and now in the University Library at Leiden, MS. Vulcaniani 57, which breaks off at this point,77 and it confirms Caius' statement, De librispropriis, p. 77, that he used copies found in England and owned by Linacre and Clement in preparation for a never-published revised edition. There is a possible third manuscript mentioned at p. 17, a "cod. Ges(neri)", but, from Caius' habit of also calling printed books "codices", this reference could be to a printed work of Gesner or even to his Latin edition of Galen, Lyons, J. 
